Some history cannot be revised, without risking the world as we know it to come to an end. We must stick to it no matter what. Even when the truth arises, we must not look, or we will lose everything, unless all is lost already, and truth needs no beholder.

                             ~ The Spectrum of Hostility. ~

Antagonism between groups, can be scaled in layers. Each layer has different nature, any number and combination of them can exist in an individual.

Religious.
To despise a Religion means to criticize the theological stance of a group.
One can criticize indoctrination. See prayers as a waste of precious time for people in distress. Identify religious figures as those who weaken human spirit first, to then offer help to the confused. Indignation, frustration and anger can surface in the mind of the critic, who demands a higher standard from other humans. The desire to see more efficient people around, is the desire to have better security against cataclysm. For example, one can foresee a violent conflict, to then actively try to improve the predictive abilities in his next of kin. Assuming they too desire well being, they are merely lazy or distracted in the eye of the critic.

Cultural.
A Culture is a set of habits and tendencies that have become the preferred of a group. The environment, as well as chaos, can play a role in the birth of technique. This can become a tradition by being passed to future generations. It is erroneous to think that a bad technique should always be swapped for a better one, no matter if originated internally or from another group. Five reasons are behind this fact. First, the only data available of the actual efficiency of the technique is likely to come from a different or simulated environmental playground. Second, the slightest difference in biological composition of a group can drastically influence the effectiveness in other groups, or in the future composition of the same. Third, a change of technique always requires an investment of time and resources, which might not be possible or not wise to undertake in time of crisis. Fourth, in case it's another group suggesting the technique,  the possibility of it being a bad advice in attempt to weaken biological competition, cannot be ignored. Fifth, in case a new technique is successfully embraced, only the future can prove if it was a positive or negative change. Any judgement has to be considered speculative and possibly biased.
To dislike a culture, not only means to prefer one's own for any of the above reasons, but also to feel threatened by an opposite group, which could be knowingly or unknowingly disrupting the balance the first group depends on. As two opposite statements, some cultures cannot coexist in the same system, without a constant battle. They both feed on the defeat of the other.  

Ideological.
An ideology is a theory or a method to create techniques. Derived from experiences, experiments and reflections. It is a set of axioms that can manifest as dogmatic or logical instructions. An ideology is itself a technique. As such it can be embraced, improved, or swapped for the one of another. In fact, an ideology obeys the same mechanics of techniques, which have been listed in the previous paragraph.
To dislike an ideology is to dislike a technique. One dislikes a technique when he is convinced that its usage endangers a state of things he depends on.
To be convinced means to have known or unknown reasons to take a particular stance on a matter. In this paper, the world is interpreted as a system where all living things have an innate wisdom that takes them through time and lands them where most appropriate for the sake of balance of the whole system. If everything follows the path of least resistance, everything can be considered as a neutral occurrence - a benign occurrence, if not for the individual, for the group; if not for the group, for another; if not for mankind, for another species; if not for organic life, for a physical necessity life depends on, death, termination, all that exists depends on contrast against its absence. There are no wrong ideologies, however this shall be ignored. To fulfill the purpose of ideas, reason considers itself as the most deserving of all possible reasons, and so it shall be, as this collision can reveal the strongest, more effective, more valuable of the ideas.      

Biological.
To biologically dislike a group is to associate the genetic composition of it with an existent disapproval at any level discussed above.
A person who takes this stance, can face criticism from those who don't recognize behavioral tendencies of a group as inheritable predispositions.
If we organize the various interpretations of this particular matter, there are various degree in which genes can influence the behavior of a group, these range from none (DNA alone can't be used to explain human choices), moderate (DNA strongly influences human preferences, but humans are able to take choices completely unbiased), and strong (DNA is the cause of human behavior, there is little to no alternative choice to the one taken).
It is impossible to determine with absolute accuracy this matter, like many another if not all, matters. Even the strongest believer on the correlation between genetics and the nature of a group, cannot ignore the fact that, if not because of free will, he can expect a change of heart from his disliked group, simply because he might have had incomplete knowledge of the group's traits.

Bio-fatalistic.
There is a sub-category of biological hostility, it is a fatalistic stance on the strongest assumption of correlation. For an individual convinced of it, genetics causes the incompatibility between his and an other's group. While a more relaxed individual can think of matter still open to new discoveries, for the fatalist, it is not wise to wait any longer.
The natural advantage of such stance is that, by stopping looking for the good will in the bad group, one can focus on defense and strengthening of the self. This procedure can lead to three main conclusive plans of action. 1) Tolerance, one recognizes the inability of the two groups to coexist, but leaves the matter - who is going to succeed in his intent - to fair play. 2) Hostile, the enemy group must be beaten at all costs, through determinate and resolute actions. If necessary, by bending the rules of the game. 3) Violent - it is not wise to take any risk at losing the game - the game is over, no strong rule continues to exist.

The three conclusion of hostility also apply to the other layers: religious, cultural, and ideological. Hostilities can take the shape of a tolerant stance indefinitely, or take hybrid forms before revealing their true nature, one of the three.

For this reason it has to be considered that even the most determined attempt to vilify a group, cannot be easily associated with the will of causing unfair competition, excessive damage or the horrendous - unless obvious threats are made. Threats have to be distinguished from provocatory or threatening satirical actions. While unhealthy and dangerous, they are a different problem from the actual conflict to be dealt with separately. To accuse a faction of being a latent violent group is to place a bet, even if turned out to be a correct assumption, it is irresponsible and reckless to dismiss criticism as another form of terrorism. It is comparably irresponsible and reckless to dismiss threats. A judge is a human who must do God's work for the well being of all. The judge is one of the few figures, truly needed, that has such a disproportionate ratio between his power and his requirements. This is why a judge who is in good faith shall never be ashamed of his mistakes. The sole thing everybody should be ashamed of is cowardice. Cowardice not to face the truth, or one of the possible truths, the possibility of being wrong. Cowardice to face criticism.

Criticism is needed, it is healthy for the self and the group. True criticism is always hard to swallow, or else it is useless, for its purpose is to render the one stronger and better, or else quit, retire. Criticism is unavoidable, it surfaces from within if one tries to escape it. True criticism never comes from the desired source, or else is nothing but self assurance, which leads nowhere but where one already is. Critics must be fought back with criticism, their silence must be achieved through reasoning and sacrifice of time and pride. Criticism cannot be glorified enough, and glorifies no one.

History is the recording of the perception of facts. Sometimes, facts alone can be recorded, however the records are perceived when recalled. An example is a fact of today, clearly understood as of now. Tomorrow, it can change. If a new discovery is made, if tomorrow you are told that the burger you ate today was not beef - it was vegetarian substitute.
Even more peculiar is the case in which the new discovery, or better called, new perception, is false. Again you are told that the burger was beef.
Are you to be reassured that your initial interpretation of today was correct? Or perhaps you will come to think that the burger was vegetarian no matter what. One thing is sure. At some point you were fooled. Either by your perception, or by the words of another. There is one only case in which you would have been prepared for this situation, (which in case of food intolerance, could even be a serious matter). You had to never trust yourself, and never trust another, and still act as if you could, or you would never feed yourself, for fear of eating nails misinterpreted by your mind, or never socialize with another, never hearing news on what type of hunters are after humans.
History is a complex and delicate matter. History is not easy to get right at the first try, and there is no shame in that. There is no shame in modifying the theories and reconstruction on sauropods looks and behaviors. The same way that there is no shame in admitting the possibility of having thought wrong of yesterday's bad quality of the radio stream, in case today you hear a truly bad one. Can the future modify the past? Sure it can! the past is the perception of the past, humans change perception all the time.

A state of things is of benefit to some, and sorrow to others. Acceptance, frees an individual from suffering, but forsakes the rest.
Change is rarely welcome, and for good reasons, for it is unpredictable.
The habits coming from a long time spent believing, studying, teaching, give reasons to fight change. Preserve the self in spite of everything, that is the job of all the living, to ignore who is right and who is wrong, in order to prove who is the fittest. If one does not do that, he is allowing another to do it on him. If everything is biologically permitted, how to find a balance between factions? It can't be done, it would destroy both, it shall not be done. Escalate, fight, as safely as possible, let the enemy die off far away and fat, contempt. The one who has patience will inherit the earth.